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Dear Mr Jordan®

Thus Response, includmg sttachments, 13 submitted on bebalf of Adams Outdoor
Advertising, Inc , Adams Outdoor Adverhising Lamsted Partnership and AOA Holding,
LLC (collectively “AOA") and Stephen Adams (“Mr Adams™) in response to complmnts
filed by Mark Brewer and Denms Baylor m MURs 5549 and 5559, respectively For the
reasons set forth below, the Federal Election Commission should find that (1) there is no
reason to beliove that AOA violsted any provimon of the Federal Election Campaign Act
(“FECA”) or spplicable Federal Election Commussion (“FEC” or “the Commission”™)
regulations, and (2) winle there may be reason to believe that Mr Adams may have
madvertently comnutted a techmcal violstion of 2U S C § 441d(a)(3), the Comumssion
should take no finther action agasnst him indrvidually.
Summary of Allosations

It is difficult to discern from the vaguely-worded complamts in MURs 5549 end
5559 exactly who the complainants beheve committed winch violations of FECA The
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two complaimts appear to be based on the seme two facts: (1) in early September, 2004,
advertisements supporting the Bush-Cheney "04 campaign began to be posted on AOA
billboards in Miclugan and Pennsylivania, and (2) each billboard bore the disclaimer
“Personal message pud for and sponsored by Stephen Adams ™ MUR 5549 Complamt at
91 1-2; MUR 5559 Complaint st § 1 Based solely on their observations of these
billboards, and without any addisonal evaidence whatsoever, the complamants allege that
both AOA and Mr Adams committed serious violations of FECA

The complamnt in MUR 5559 13 especially vague m 1ts allegations As far as can
be determmed, the complamant m MUR 5559 appears to allege that Mr Adams, by
puymg for the billboards, made an excessive personal contribution to the Bush-Cheney
*04 campaign in violation of 2 U S.C § 441a(a)(1X(A) MUR 5559 Complamnt at § 9
Alternatively, the complamant speculates that Mr. Adams and AOA engaged m some
type of sham transaction that somehow resulted m AOA making a prohibited corporate
in-kand contribution to the Bush-Cheney "04 campaign m violation of 2 U 8.C. § 441b(a)
MUR 5559 Complaint at § 10.

The complamt in MUR 5549 1s only shghtly more specific The complant
appears to allege, without any substantistion, that Mr. Adams failed to pay AOA fhir
market value for the use of the billboards and that AOA therefore made a prohibited
corporate in-land contribution to the Bush-Cheney *04 campaign i violation of 2 US C.
§ 441b(a). MUR 5549 Complsint at 14 The complamt then appears to alloge, agmmn

without any substantiation, that Mr Adams somehow viclated 2 US C § 441b(a)
I
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because he “knowingly particapated” in AOA’s alleged corporate in-kind contribution to
Bush-Cheney 04 )i Finally, the complamnt m MUR 5549 sppoars to allege that AOA
or Mr Adams — or possibly both — violated 2 U S C. § 441d(a)(3) because the disclaimer
on each of the bullboards 1s incomplete MUR 5549 Complamnt at { 3

For the reasons set forth below, the allegations mn the compimnts 1n MURs 5549
and 5559 are, with one minor exception, completely without merit

Steohen Adawe Did Net Vielate 2 US.C. § 441a(sXINA)

Contrary to the allegation in paragraph 9 of the complamt in MUR 5559, Mr.
Adams did not violate 2 U.S C. § 441a(a)(1)(A) by making an excessive contribution to
the Bush-Chenoy "04 campaign. The dollar limits on personal contnbutions enumerated
m2US.C §441a(a)(1)(A) do not apply to independent expenditures The biltboards
that are the focus of the complaints in MURs 5549 and 5559 were pad for by Mr. Adams
ss part of a multi-state outdoor advertising campaign pasd for 1n its entirety by Mr
Adams ss an independent expenditure m support of the Bush-Cheney *04 campaign

FECA defines an “independent expenditure™ as an expenditure by a person that
expressly advocates the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate that was not
made in conoest or cooperation with or at the suggestion of the candidate, the candidate’s
suthorized politscal committee, or 1is agents, or a political pacty committes or sts agents.
2USC §431(17); 11 CF.R. § 100 16(s) FECA further states that the term “clearly
wlentified” means that the name of the candidate involved appears on the communicstion.
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2USC. §431(18)A); 11 CFR §10017. Finally, FEC regulations define the term
“exprossly advocatng” for purposes of 2 U 8 C. § 431(17) as sny communication that
uses a campaign slogan such as “Nixon's the One,” “Carter *76,” “Reagan/Bush”™ or
“Mondale!™ wiuch, 1n context, can have no other reasonable meanmg than to urge the
clection or defoat of one or more clearly dentified candidates. 11 C.F R. § 100 22(n)

There can be no doubt that the billboards thet are the subject of the complaints
MURs 5549 and 5559 expressly advocate the re-election of President George W. Bush
and Vice President Dick Cheney. The outdoor advertisng campaign paxd for by Mr
Adams used & number of different advertisements Each advertisement used a different
ontch phrase (¢ g , “Defending Our Nstion,” “It’s About Qur National Secunty,” “Boots
or Flip-Flops?”) that appeared 1n white type on a blue background immediately sbove the
campaign slogan “BushCheney(4™ superimposed on the red and white stripes of the
American flag Seg illbosrd mockups attached as Attachment 1

Moreover, both Stephen Adams and AOA went to great lengths to ensure that the
outdoor advertising campeign in support of Bush-Cheney *04 met all the requirements of
an mdependent expenditure under FECA. Mr Adams ired AOA on or about June 1,
2004 %o demign and implement an outdoor advertising campaign s an independent
expenditure m support of the re-election of President George W. Bush Affidavit of
Stephen Adams at § 4 (attached ss Attachment 2); Affidavit of Randall Romig at § 3
(sttached ss Attachment 3).
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Rocognizing that the advertng campeign roquosted by Mr Adams required
complisnce with fodecal regulations, Randall Romtg, the AOA employee who was
principally responsible for the adverting campaign, sought logal advice from the
outdoor advertising mdustry’s trade association, the Outdoor Advertimng Assocastion of
Amexica, Inc ("OAAA”) On or sbout June 4, 2004, Randall Romug contacted Nancy
Fletcher, Premident of the OAAA, 10 seck gmdance from her on the legal requirements
spphicable to an outdoor advertizng company employed 10 design and mnplement an
advertimng campaign as an independent expendsture in support of a candidate for federal
office Affidsvit of Randall Romigat 4 Ms. Fletcher forwarded Mr Romig's request
%0 Enc Rubm, a partoer in the law firm of Rubin, Wmston, Diercks, Harris & Cooks,
LLP and gemeral counsel to the OAAA. Affidavit of Randall Romig at§ 5. On or
about June 10, 2004, Mr Rubin sent a letter to Mr Romg providing general gusdance on
the legal restnictions applicable to an outdoor advertising company hired to design and
implement an advertismg campaign as an independent expenditure m support of a
candidate for foderal office. Affidavit of Randall Romig at § 6, Letter from Enc Rubm to
Randall Rooig (Juns 10, 2004)(attached as Attachment 4)
tins advertising campmign ndependent of, and without anry coordination or
communication of any type whatsoever with, any campaign orgamzation or any person
affilisted with sach an entity Mr Rubin advised Mr Romug thet if Mr. Adams wanted to



29044224455

£ 2,

jBrett G Kappel
{1 Allormey al Law

make an independent expenditure m support of the ro-election of Presulent George W.
Busb, 1t had to be truly an mndividual and personal effort by Mr Adams in complete
1solation from any politscal organization and had to be paid for by Mr Adsms with Ins
personal funds and without sny offset or rennbursement by AOA  Affidavit of Randall
Romng at 1 8, Letter from Mr. Rubm to Mr Romugat 1 On or sbout June 19, 2004, Mr
Romg forwarded Mr Rubin’s letter to Mr Adams with a cover mamorsndum stating
that, accordmg to0 Mr Rubin, it wes permussible for Mr Adams 0 proceed with the
advertising campaign 1 support of the re-electsion of Presudent George W Bush, provided
that Mr Adams pud for the advertisements directly and without any involvement by the
Bush campaign Affidavit of Rendall Romig at § 10, Memorandum from Randy Romg
to Steve Adams (June 19, 2004)(sce Attachment 4)

Mr Adams recerved and read the memorandum from Mr Ronug and the letter
from Mr Rubin on or sbout June 21,2004 Affidavit of Stephen Adams at 1Y 6-9
Throughout the advertising campaign that is the subject of the complaints :n MURs 5549
and 5559, both Mr Adams and Mr. Romg strictly followed Mr Rubm’s advice
regarding the requirement that there could be no contact between Mr Adams or ACA
and the Bush campeign or any other political organization if the advertising campaign
were 10 qualify as an independent expenditure by Mr Adams. Affidavit of Stephen
Adams st § 10; Affidavit of Randall Romig st § 14 Neither Mr. Adams nor Mr Romig
had any contact whatsoever with any federal candidate, candidate’s authonzed
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committee, or their agents, or any political paty or its agents throughout the design and
implementation of the advertimng campmgn that is the subject of the complamts n
MURs 5549 and 5559 Affidavit of Stephon Adams at § 11; Affidavit of Randall Rommg
15

Accordingly, becsuse the tallboards that are the subject of the complants in
mmssmusswmmdnwmbym Adams m support
of the Bush-Cheney "04 campaign there is no reason to believe that Mr Adams made a
excesmve personal contribution 10 Bush-Cheney 04 in violation of 2 U S.C. §
441a(e)(1XA).

Neither AOA Nt Stenhon Adams Vielsted 2 US.C. § 441h(n)

The complaints in MURs 5549 and 5559 both appesr to allege, without any
substantistion, that Stepben Adams and AOA engaged n somethmg other than an arms-
length transaction and that, therefore, AOA made a prohibrted corporate m-kind
contribution 10 the Bush-Cheney "04 campaign These aliegations are simply false

FECA prohibits a corporation from meking a contribution or expenditure in
connection with any federal election. 2 U S.C § 441b(s). The term “contribution or
expenditure™ is defined to include “any direct or indwect payment, distribution, loan,
advance, deposit or gift of money, or any services, or anything of value . . to any
candidate, campsign commitice, or political party or organization, m connection with any
[fedexal] election. .. * 2US.C. § 441b(b)(2); 11 CFR § 114.1(a)1). FEC



29044224457

12! Brett G Kappel

lg‘p:i Allomey ol Law
AT

regulations descnibing the term “smything of value” state that if goods or services are
provided at less then the usual and normal charge, the difference between the usual and

normal charge and the amount actually charged would constitute an m-kand contribution
from the vendor. 11 CFR § 100.52(d)X(1) Fmally, FEC regulations define the term
“usual and normal charge” for services ss the “commercally reasonsbile rate prevailing at
the time the services were rendered.” 11 CFR § 100 52(d)(2)

Mr. Adsms and AOA went to grest lengths to ensure that AOA did not
inadvertently mske an in-kind contribution 0 the Bush-Cheney "04 campugn In ins
June 10, 2004 letter, Mr. Rubm advised Mr. Romig that federsl clection lews prohibited
any contribut:on by a corporation 10 a federal election campmgn  Myr. Rubm specafically
advised Mr Romug that all costs associsted with respect to the advertinng campaign had
to be pmd darectly by Mr. Adams. Mr. Rubin’s letter stated thet thus would mciude
payment for all AOA services provided to Mr Adams, including the direct costs for the
design and posting of the proposed advertisements as well as the cost of admunistering the
same rates for AOA services that the company wounld normally cherge any other
advextiser for comparable services Affidavit of Randall Romig st § 7, Affidavit of
Stephen Adems at 1 8; Letter from Eric Rubin to Randall Romig (June 10,
2004)(attached as Attachment 4).

Both Mr. Adems and Mr Romg strictly followed Mr. Rubmn'’s advice m this
rogard. AOA charged Mr Adams the normal and usual chargs for all of the services
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provided to Mr. Adams m connection with the advertimng campaign that 1s the subject of
the complaints m MURs 5549 and 5559. Mr. Adams, in an abundance of caution,
actually paid AOA more then the direct costs of the advertising campasgn m an effort to
ensure that AOA chd not meke an in-kind contnbution to the Bush-Cheney "04 campmgn.
Affidavit of Randall Rong at § 16

When Mr Adsms retained AOA to design and mplement a muits-state outdoor
advertising campaign 1n support of the re-election of Presdent George W. Bush, he gave
the company a budget of one million dollars ($1,000,000) Affidavit of Stephen Adams
at § 4, Affidavit of Randail Ronug at § 17. AOA employees under the supervision of Mr
Romg designed an advertimng campaign thet called for the placement of outdoor
sdvertisements in Miciugan, Pennsylvama, Wisconsin and South Caroline. Mr. Romig
requested that AOA employees m these states provide him with the current market rates
1n each market. Affidavit of Rendall Romug at § 18. Sce also. ¢.g., Memorandum from
Kevin Fitzsimmons and Steve Boyie to Randy Romig (July 13, 2004)(sttached as
Attachment 5)

It is standard practice mn the outdoor advertinng indusiry to charge advertisers
separstely for advertising space costs and production costs. Production costs are the costs
of printing the advert:sements thet are then instalied on billboards. Advertimng space
costs are the costs of renting the billboards for a defined period. The standard practice in
the outdoor advertising industry is to build all indirect costs, such as creative design and
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adnumstratrve costs, into the standard rates that are charged for advertising space.
Affidavit of Randall Rormg at § 19

Based on the legal advice from Mr Rubin, Mr Romg demgned an advertising
campeign for Mr Adams that purposefully came 1 approximately tweoty thousand
dollars ($20,000) under budget Tins “shppage™ was built mio the advertising campmign
so that AOA would recover any unusual mdirect costs that were not bumit mio the
advertising space costs and thereby ensure that Mr Adams paid the entire cost of the
advertiong campaign  Mr Romig believed, based on Mr Rubmn’s advice, that this was a
prudent way to ensure that AOA did not medvertently make an m-kind contribution to the
re-clection campmign of Premdent George W. Bush  Affidavit of Rendall Romig st § 20

Mr Romug personally prepared the display contracts that AOA submitted to Mr
Adexs Based on the legal advice of Mr Rubm, and using the current market rats
mformation supplied by individual AOA offices, Mr Romig charged Mr. Adams
standerd rate card rates for advertising space. The proposed contracts were sent to Mr
Adams betwoen August 18, 2004 and August 24, 2004. Mr. Adams signed the contracts
and returned them to Mr Romig at AOA hesdquarters in Atisnts, Georgia durng the last
week of August, 2004. Affidavit of Randall Romig at 121; Affidavit of Stephen Adams
st 712, Seealx. e.g., Poster and Bulletin Display Contracts between Adams Outdoor
Advertising of Lehigh Valley and Stophen Adsms (sttached ss Attachment 6).

The advertiing campaign AOA designed and implemented for Mr. Adams began
on September 7, 2004 and ended on November 2, 2004. The final cost of the adverhsing
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campuign was nme hundred seventy-seven thousand, four hundred and forty-eaght dollars
(3977,448) A Proposal" Advertimng Space to Benefit Re-Election of George W. Bush
(uly 23, 2004)(attachod as Attachment 7) On September 7, 2004, Mr Adams wired
AOA one milhon dollars ($1,000,000) to cover the cost of the entire advertismg
campaign that 1s the sulyect of the complsints m MURs 5549 and 5559. Wire transfer
from Stophen Adems to Adems Outdoor Advertismg Accomnt | (Septamber
7, 2004)(attached as Attachment §) Mr. Adams mstructed AOA to keep the twenty-two
thousand, five hundred fifty-two dollar ($22,552) difference between the actusl cost and
the mrtial budget “Just to be on the safe sade™ and ensure that M Adens paid all dsrect
and 1ndsrect costs of the advertising campaign  Affidavit of Randall Ronmg at 122,
Affidavit of Stephen Adams at § 13

Even a cursory review of the documentation of just one element of the mults-state
outdoor advertising campaign designed and implemented by AOA for Mr. Adams
demonstrates conclusively that Mr. Adams was charged the normal and usual rate for
AOA’s services On July 13, 2004, in response o a request from Mr. Romig, Kevmn
Fitzsimmons and Steve Boyle in the Bethlehem, Pennsylvansa office of AOA prowided
Mr. Romig with quotes for an eight-week outdoor advertinng campmgn in the Lehigh
Valley that would use a combination of bulletin boards and poster boards. Using the
AOA of the Lehigh Valiey rate card, Mr Fitzmmmons and Mr Boyle quoted Mr. Rommg
a price of one lundred exghteen thousand, eight hundred dollars ($118,800) to run Mr
Adams’ adverhisements on 68 poster boards 1 the Lehigh Valley for an eight-week

11
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period. Mr Fitzsmmons and M. Boyle also quoted Mr. Rommg a price of thuty-five
thousand, four hundred dollars ($35,400) to run Mr Adems’ advertisements on five
speaific bulletm boards i the Leiugh Valley for an esght-week ponod  Memorandom
from Kevin Fitzummons and Steve Boyle to Randy Romig (July 13, 2004)(sttached as
Attachment 5).

Mr Romg mcorporated these exact figures mto hus proposal summarizing the
entire mult-state adverting campaign A Propossl Advertimmg Space to Benefit Re-
Election of George W Bush (July 23, 2004)(sttached as Attachment 7) Dunng the last
week of August, 2004, Mr Adams signed two contracts with Adams Outdoor
Advertimng of the Lelugh Valley The first contract required Mr Adams to pay AOA of
the Leiugh Valley one hundred eightecn thousand, cight hundred dollars ($118,800) to
run Mr Adams’ advertisements on 68 poster boards in the Lehigh Valley for an eight-
week persod begmnning on September 7, 2004 and ending on November 2, 2004 The
second contract requred Mr Adams t0 pay AOA of the Lelugh Valley thurty-five
thousand, four humdred dollars ($35,400) %0 run Mr. Adams’ advertisements on five
specific bulletin boards in the Leingh Valley for an exght-week period begmnng on
Septamber 7, 2004. Poster and Bulletin Display Contracts between Adams Outdoor
Advertising of Lelugh Valley and Stephen Adams (sttached as Attachment 6)

Countrary to the unsubstantisted allegations in the complamts in MURs 5549 and
5559, internal AOA documents demonstrate conclusively that AOA charged Mr Adams
the nocmal and usual chearge for the services it provided to Mr. Adams in connection with

12
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the advertising campaugn that 1s the subyect of these matters. Moreover, Mr Adams pad
AOA more than twenty-two thousand dollars over and above the actual cost of the
advertizing campaign “Just to be on the ssfis side™ and ensure that AOA recovered all
direct and mndirect costs of the advertismg campaign Clearly, there 13 no reason to
believe that AOA made an m-kind contrbution to the Bush-Cheney *04 campaign in
violation of 2 U.S.C § 441b(a) Smoe AOA dad not violate 2 U 8.C § 441b(a), 1t goes
without saying that Mr Adams did not violate 2 U S.C. § 441b(a) either

Were Deficiont. Weat to Extraerdinary Lensths to Comply

With FECA sud All Anslicable Resniations Before the

Nevember 2. 2004 General Election

The only clam m MURs 5549 and 5559 with any merit is the allegation m MUR
5549 that the dusclaimers used on the advertisements mn support of the Bush-Cheney *04
campaign did not comply completely with the requrements of 2 U.S.C. § 4414(a)(3).
FECA requires thet whenever an individual makes an mdependent expendsture for the
purpose of financing a communication expressly advocating the electhion or defeat of &
clearly identified candidate, the communication must cloarly stato the name and
permanent street address, telephone number or World Wide Web address of the person
who paud for the commumeation and state thet the conmmunication 15 not authorized by
any candidate or candidate’s commuttee. 2 U.S.C. § 4414(e)(3).

The disclaimer initially sffixed to Mr. Adems’ advertisements in support of the
Bush-Cheney "04 campaign read “Personal message paid for and sponsored by Stephen
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Adams” Seg bllboard mockups sitached as Attachment 1. While that disclasmer
satisfies 2 U S.C §441d(a)(3)’s requirement that such communications disclose the name
of the person who pasd for the commumcstion, 1t does not fally comply with the statute
because it does not disclose that the commumcatsion was not suthorzed by any candadate
or candidate’s commutiee and 1t does not provide the reader with the information needed
to contact the person who paid for the communicstion. Mr Adams committed this
techmcal violation of 2U S C § 4414(a)(3) becanse he and AOA reled on erroneous
legal advice from the general counsel of the Outdoor Advertising Associstion of
Amencs, Inc

When Mr Adsms hired AOA to design and implement lus independent
advertising campaign m support of Bush-Cheney "04, be expected that AOA would
ensure thet the advertising campaign was run m full compliance with all federal, state and
Affidgvit of Stephen Adams at § 5. AOA sought to do just that by seeking legal advice
from Enc Rubm, a partner in the law firm of Rubin, Wnston, Diercks, Harris & Cooke,
L L.P., snd general counsel to the Outdoor Advertising Associstion of America, Inc
When Mr. Rubin mitially advised Mr. Romig on the FEC regulations governing
independent expenditures, he did not provide any advice regarding the need to mclude a
disclaimer on the advertisements supporting the re-election of Premdent George W. Bush
Affidavit of Rendall Romig at 9.

14
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On July 6, 2004, Mr Romig called Mr Rubm to ask him specifically whether the
advertisements supporting the re-election of President George W. Bush needed to include
a dasclmumer and, if 50, what languege need to be included. Affidavit of Randall Romig at
111 Mr Rubm advised Mr. Ronug that the advertisements did need to mciude a
disclammer and he recommended the following language “Personal Message Paid For and
Sponsored by Stophen Adems ™ Affidavit of Rendall Romig st§ 12 Mr. Romug
forwarded thet language to the AOA employees responsible for producng the
advertisements and mstructed them to mciude that specific language on all of the
advertiscments Affidavit of Rendall Romig at § 13. Seg glso Email from Randy Romig
to Brnan Haselton re- disclaimer on Bush design (July 6, 2004)(attached as Attachment
9).

When Mr. Rormg received the complant in MUR 5549 he was stunned to read
the allegation thet the disclammer violated 2 U.S C § 441d(a)(3), becanse the disclmmer
languege had been provided to hum by Mr Rubsm, geneeal counsel to the OAAA snd a
recogmzed expert in advertismg law Affidavit of Randall Romig at § 23. Shortly after
fecerving the complaint in MUR 5549, Mr. Ronng contacted Mr. Adams® personal
lawyer, Robert T. Yok, and together thoy sought experienced FEC counsel 10 represent
both AOA and Mr. Adams mn MUR 5549 Affidavit of Randall Ronmg at § 24; Affidavit
of Stephen Adams ot § 14

Upon being mfbemed by new counsel that the disclarmer did not, in fiact, fully
comply with the requrements of 2 US C. § 441d(a)(3), Mr Adams immediately took

15
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steps to comply with FECA and al applicable FEC regulations prior to the November 2,
2004 general clection Mr Adsms immechately retained AOA to produce and mnstall
corrected disciaimers on all of the advertisements that had been posted m Michigan,
Peonsylvama, Wisconsin and South Carols as part of Mr Adams’ mdependent
advertiung campaign in support of the re-election of Prossdent George W Bush Prior to
the election, AOA employees metalled the following disclaimer on every mngle
advertisement m all four states® “Paad for by Stephen Adams and not suthorized by any
canchdate or candsdate’s committee. Contact* sadams@adamsoffice net ™ The total cost
t0 Mr. Adams of installing corrected disclaimers on all of the advertisements prior to
November 2, 2004, was fourteen thousand, five hundred and forty-five dollars and
twenty-seven cents ($14,545 27). Affidavit of Stophen Adams st §] 15-17; Affidavit of
Randall Romig at 1§ 25-28 See also photographs of ballboards bearing corrected
disclammers attached as Attachment 10

While there is reason to behove that Mr Adams mutwlly failed to fully comply
with 2 U 8 C § 441d(a)(3), the Commussion should take 0o further action agamst Mr
Adams for tins technical violstion. Mr Adams made a good fiuth effort to comply with 2
U8 C. § 441d(a)(3) by secking the advice of counsel and then following that advice to
the letter Mr Adams should not be penslmed for followmng the advice of counsel who
Mr. Adams knew to be a recogmzed expert on the law of advertising  Moreover, once
Mr. Adams was advised thet the discisimer was technically insufficient, he went to
extrnordinary lengths at significent personal cost to rectify the violation and 1o ensure that
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every single advertisement included a disclmmer fully comphant with 2 U S.C. §
441d(a)(3) before the November 2, 2004 geneml election  To penalize Mr Adams m this
mtustion would be fimdamentally unjust
Coaclusion

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should find that (1) there 13 no
reason to beheve that Stephen Adams violated 2 US.C § 441a(a)(1)(A) or applicable
FEC regulations, (2) there 1s no reason to believe that esther AOA or Stephen Adams
violated 2 U.S C § 441b(a) or applicable FEC reguiations, snd (3) wiule there 15 reason
to believe that Mr Adams may have technically violated 2 U S C § 441d(a)(3), the
Commission should take no further action agamst him

Respectfully submutted,

Brett G Kappel
Attornoy at Law

Counsel for Adams Outdoor Advertimng,
Inc , Adams Outdoor Advertismg Limited
Partoecshap, AOA Holdings, LLC and
Stephen Adams

17
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